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FOREWORD

This memcranduii ccnsldeia the pernud vi Wuild War 1 for portents
of value to the nation’s present and future leadership concemed with
¢ allied interoperability. The authors assert that the lessons of World War
11 provide & matrix for analysis of canmand and control, logistics,
upearations, educetion, doctrine. and training within which can be
ascertained interoperability components lihe “soltwere” procedures,
SOP’s, and han:dbooks, as well a3 “"hardware,” weapons and equipment. ™
They conclude that standardization of equipmant, ammunition,
doctnine, ard signal procedures as a means for eliminating the problems
of interopersbility is » highly desirable goal.

The Hilitary lasues Research Memoranda program of the Strategic
Studies Institute, US Army War College, provides a means for timely
dissemination of enalytical papers which ure not necessarily constrained
by format or confarmity with institutiona) policy. These memoranda
ure prepared on subjects of current imporiance in areas related to the
authors’ professional work or interests.

This memorandum was prepared as s contnbution to the field of
rational security research and study. As such, it does not reflect the
officil view of the College, the Department of the Army, or the
Department of Defense.

VN

DeWITT C. SMITH
Major General, USA
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LESSONS OF ALLIED INTEROPERABILITY:
A PORTENT FOR THE FUTURE?

sl o

Every important conflict of the Twentieth century tnvoiving
American participation has been an allied effort. Any similar conflict in
the foreseeable future will undoubtedly follow this pattem. From the
Boxer Rebellion in 1900 through Viet Nam, allied inte:operability has
been both a problem and a challenge for American military
prufessionals. True, alljed experiences date from the time of ancient
Greece and Rome. Yet, one really need search no farther than the
Second World War perhaps the greatest coalition war in history —fos
auguries or portents of value to the naticn’s civilisn and nilitary
leadership faced with interoperability issues in the future. |

Today, the focus is upon Europe end NATO. Not surprisingly the
most graphic and relevant experiences of allied interoperability in
World War Il emerged from this geographical area. While historians have
1 concentrated upon studying the highest levels of coalition warfare, the
1 functional, pragmatic issues of allied interoperability have suffered
neglect. These issues derive less from the victordous sweep of Allied
forces from the Channel into Germany in 194445, and more from the
eaclier campaigns in North Africa, Sicily, and Italy, as well as the
Axis-Russian Armagzddon in the east. The final drive to victory was the
summation of allied interoperability lessons leamed on carlier
battlefields.
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How should we define the elusive term “interoperability?”
Semantics provide one of the fundamental subissues and problems
within the subject. Approved DOD/NATO definitions such as “the
ability of systems, units or forces to provide service and accept services
from other systems, units or forces and to use the services so exchanged
to enable them to operate effectively together” seem inadequate when
viewed from the perspective of historical experience.?
“Interoperabilit,™ must be stretched to encompass virtually every
aspect of the ovcrall experience of coalitions in military operations.
Only in this fashiun can the subtleties and innuendocs of the full
spectrumi of progress from national force to integrated force be
appreciated by junior and senior leaders in the international system.
The “lessons” of Novth Africa, Italy, Southern France, and Russia from
World War Il provide the matrix for analysis of General Environment,
Command, Staff, and Education/Doctrine/Training. Within this matrix
can be ascertained the components of interoperability, including
personnel, “‘soft-ware" procedures, SOP’s, and handbooks, as well as
“hardware™ weapons systems and equipment.

Following the allied debacle of 1939-40 (which showed how lack of
prewar allied interoperability could quickly lose most of western
Europe to a Nazi German empire), the Allied Tunisian campaign of
194243 provided a testing ground for a subsequent Anglo-American
alliance in the Mediterranean and European theaters. Subsequent Allied
operations in Italy reflected some application of the lessons leamed in
North Africa to ensure more effective, functional cooperation. But,
time was available for the adjustment. The nature of operations favored
conduct of an integrated allied force. With the exception of a few
limited counteroffensives, the Germans fought a defensive war. Only
the two pursuit phases from Rome to the Amo River, and from the
Amo River to the Po valley, vared the pattem of the difficult
engagements of the Italian campaign, which more closely resembled the
“set piece” battles of World War I (including winter lulls) than the
battles of maneuver seen as characteristic of other Allied-Axis
campaigns of 1944-45,

For the Axis, however, this element of time was not available in
similar degree. In North Africa and Italy, but more especially Russia
and the castem fiont, the Axis allies of Nazi Germany also learned the
hard lesson that interoperability required large amounts of time and
patience to achieve close training, coordination, planning, and assembly
of necessary logistical support. These same “lessons” (which
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Anglo-French leaders learned at such high cost at the start of Wordd Was
11), were hammered home to the Axis from the Rhone to the Rhine,
and the Don to the Elbe. Succemful interoporability -the central
ingredient of modern coalition warfare was not magic.

Historically, the problems of interopershility have been
solved when they have been solved at all primarily through trial and
error during actual combat vperations over an exiendid period of time
This trial and enor proved always to be a costly provess, in terins of
men, material, and 1ime Such 1 cushion may be lacking in future wars.
The problems of operating with allies require command and statt
awareness of their existence, and detailed planning to mect them, as do
other urgent miitary mussions and requirements. Difterent national,
pohtical, and strategic objectives may, however, limit the level of
interoperability that may be achieved in the future just as in the past.

World  War 1l indwated that the demands of prolonged
combat -especilly deteruve combat will cause an allicd force to
became progrestively mote integrated 1n 1ts composition. The exact
timetable of tuch integration and how it will occur defles prediciton.
Furthermore, there appears 1o be & stage in this integiative process
when smaigamation of allied units/elements will begin 10 excrvise a
dograding influence on the offensive capability of the torce as a whole.
A case in point was nuxing ol inexpenenced gited units on the scaie
attempted in the early part of the Tunisian campaign. In the fae of a
stionge enemy, the *nd result would must likely have been even more
Jusastious than that narrowly averted st Kassenne Pass

The personality of commenders and staft officers is, together with
planung  tor anteropenability, the most important factor i the
cstablishment of effective combined op-erations. Those who cannot, o
will not, work harmoniously with allies must be ruthlessly moved vut.
Licutsnant General Dwight ). Eisenhower (Allied Commander in
Chich) and General Sir Harold Alexander (Bntish Commander in Chief
Middle East) weie an Anglo-American team, but suhordinates like
Major General Lloyd R. Fredendall, commanding U 1 Corps, and
General Su Kenneth Anderson, conmandiag the Brtsh Fust Anny,
pruved intractable with other allied elements in their piedanmantly
national commands and were replaced betore their presence destroyed
wteroperabiity. A spint of mutual respect and cooperation niust be
instilled and maintained throughout the command. A parochial o
nationalistic attitude on the pait of a commander will soon be mizrored
by his stafl and suburdinaies.
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The closer natioal clements of any allied force resembie one
another in organuzation, doctrine, equipment, the less likely they are to
expenence majur problens in nteroperability. This element of
“rationglization, standardization, and interoperability ™ was present in
Watld Wair M bevsuse of the overwhelnung presence of Amencan
matencr and weepons like the Shenman tank throughout the allied
furce. language Jdiversity by 1self ts not an 1asurmountable problem of
nteroperability. But conunonality ot alhied understanding requires
hinguistic and mitiitary technical vocatulany not nurmally apprecisted in
a puiey nativaal forve envituament. Tradiional lisison  team
approaches 10 resolve that issue may simply be insufficient in today's
setting. Thas must be a pnme cansideration in future task organwzation.

Individual and  unit  wnexpenence nulitate aganst the rapid
establishment of effective military cooperation. Conunanders in World
War 1] found such inexpenence not only with respect to aperating with
allied formations, but within national units themselves. “New™ unuits
will be invalved nitially 10 the shakegown provess of solving their own
intemal problems. Contacts wath allies during this penod often transiate
into perceived charactenstics of each national compunent by an ally
which, in tum, tend to become exaggerated, usually svmewhat
derogatory, and, therefore, constitute a bar to real undorstanding.
Biitiadi suppiy persunnei in North Atncs, for example, never overcame
their disgust wath the spendthnift style of sttached American units with
respaxct to POLL

COMMAND

To sy thst commanders must attempt to understand the political
and mulitary objectives of their allies has always been a fundamental
tenet of the highest level of leadeiwship in coalitions. Such an “aaiom"
of intejoperability was present from the start of Supreme Alhed
Headquariers. Esenhower told Ficld Marshall Hastings lsmay . Brtish
Chief of the Impenal General StafT in Octoder 1943:

1 antiwipate tha! as Nghting develops in the new theater there wll e many
times that detachments of hoth the United Siates and Bnitish furces are
deflnitely impertled [Si] But | have constantly endeavored to maintain
in all my relationships with the Bntish Govarnment and Armed Services,
with the American War Lepartment, and with my staff and subordingte
commanders, that we are undeitaking s suungle, unifted effort in pursait of &
common obyect stated by the twn pwernmeants; gnd thal for the
attamnment ol this obpect vur suke endeavor must be (0 use every resoue
and asxct for the common good. -
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Yet, principle at the top often falls apart (n practice at the flring line.

Interoperabllity in command can profitably begin with clarity and
simplicity of orders and directives. Such is not merely a principle, but a
commandment. Combined operations which include complex schemes
of maneuver, Intricate fire support plans and close timing are, in
general, fated to be less than successful. This is especially true of those
situations in which one or more of the major allied components of the
force is inexperienced.

Integration of forces may give the commander a capability he did
not previously enjoy with solely national forces. Still, he may also
acquire a liability. Only personal visits by commanders and their staffs
will generally provide an adequate picture of his allies’ capabilities,
needs, assets. Constant assessment of such a personal nature will be
absolutely necessary. Such visitation should establish a command
atmosphere sponsoring ‘“positive criticism.” This will provide an
opportunity for subordinate allied unit commanders and their staffs to
offer constructive suggestions and vent their feelings. Liaison alone
cannot suffice in this regard.

This is not to denegrate the value of lisison—the traditional approach
to coordination in national sector, coalition warfare. Experience has
shown that units train .4 and equipped for liaison, such as artillery units
or corps troops, do a better job of working harmoniously with allies
than units whose mission does not normally require or include liaison.
The message for commanders here is that units can be trained to work
with allies if such is made a part of their normal mission, functions. and
combat organization. Liaison requirements beyond normal, standard
exchanges are difficult to foresee, but the conduct of operations by an
integrated allied force will inevitably exceed anticipated requirements.

Integration of combat units at the division level can be effectively
accomplished, given adequate time for the concerned units to prepare
for it. Units perform best under the commanders and staffs with which
they have trained. It is certainly not desirable to integrate units of one
national force into another on a piecemeal tasis. Combat formations
below the division level generally do not integrate well into another
force although battalionsize combat support elements can be so
integrated due to organization, equipment, and training. In any case,
when placed under another formation, a longer period of time must be
allowed so that more detailed preparations can be made to counter
possible confusion arising from lack of mutual understanding,

Commanders must be conscious of the fact that formation of
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“reprosentative’’ combat units because of “palitical desirability” in a
coalition may present great problems due to time, available equipment,
stocks of clothing and expendable supplies, as well as force
requirements. For example, in the Italian campaign rehabilitated ltalian
army units with the allies proved far more useful as logistical troops
than as combat forces. Brazilian Expeditionary Forces in this same
theater were successfully amalgamated in both roles. Of course,
palitical clout at a postwar peace table was not a factor in the Brazilian
case,

The prerogatives of commanders, where units may be involved in
integrated operations, should be firmly established early by common
agreement. Further refinement on the ground will undoubtedly occur,
since conflicts of authority are a natural accompanyment of coalition
warfare. Only in this fashion can inevitable criticism of allies—however
unacceptable on the part of major commanders and staff officers—be
circumvented to ensure a spirit of cooperation.

STAFF FUNCTIONS

The focal point for traditional allied intereperability has been with a
commander's staff. By necessity staff officers have had to be as
informed and palitically sensitive as the commanders they supported.
There is no reason to see any change in the future. Yet frequent
personal lisison and information-gathering visits by staff officers at
every level will be even more essential to understanding allied
intentions, capabilities, and feelings. As at the command level itself,
simplicity must be the key. Constant efforts must be made, in planning
and in actual conduct of operations, to find ways to eliminate sources
of confusion and misunderstanding, and staff officers play a central role
in this facet of allied interoperability.

There can be no substitute for a staff officer possessing a firm grasp
of allied organization, operational doctrine, and philosophy of war. The
staffer must accord all units equitable treatment and exposure in an
integrated force. He must recognize that a policy of association
between combat, combat support, and combat service support units,
when adopted early, will assist materially in reducing interoperability
problems. Particularly sensitive will be information flow in an
integrated allied force as opposed to a homogeneous national force.
Such a situation may force creation of vertical liaison systems, and
place additional requirements on communications monitoring elements.

6



Sull, there can bo no avoldance of the centrality of “liaison™ s a
primary staff mission in allied interoperabllity. The exchange of llaison
officers or parties should not be viewed as the sole or complete
solution. Depending upon duration of operations, size and composition
of the total integrated force, size and composition of the staffs of the
subordinate integrated elements, similarities/dissimilarities in language
and administrative or logistical procedures, and the natfonality of the
unit commander—it may be necessary or desirable to institute some
form of a cetmbined command and staff arrangement. In addition, the
lessons of the Italian campaign taught that once the integrated portion
of an allied force reaches one-third to one-half the total strength of the
force, {ts presence will begin to be felt in all functional arcas. Normal
linison exchange, although still necessary, will no longer suffice alone.
In ltaly, four combined staff concepts resulted from such a
phenomenon, including integrated, incremented, and mission, as well as _
the traditional liaison.

World War 11 laison officers were usually selected more for
convenience than by any criteria posed by their intended mission. The
subsequent marginal performance was not always the fault of the
individual. Dispatching headquarters {requently inhibited the liaison
officers or missions by failing to provide adequate training, through
briefing on each mission, and sufficient personnel and equipment for
the assignment. Liaison officers often became mere messengers, not
authorities on allies, and (requently lacked access to various
headquarters staff sections.

A checklist for headquarters staffs involved in interoperability
should include recognition of the following:

Counterintelligence problems are increased in an allied force. This
is especially true in those cases in which the allie! force contains
clements representing several nations, and operations are being
conducted within or adjacent to one or more of these nations.

Variations in organization, tactical doctrine and differences of
equipment will likely lead not only to operational, but also to
administrative and logistical problems.

If an allied unit is weak in certain combat, combat support or
combat secrvice support capabilities, then it is necessary to supply that
deflciency from the resources of an ally, and the units so transferred
should then come under the command of that allied unit.

The formation of *“ad hoc™ forces, i.e., forces formed from pieces
of various units and from two or more allied forces, should be limited

7



to casas of transcendent niecessity because of their disruptive effect on
parent organizations, complexities in command (ad control, logistical
problems, and the lengthy time required (5 sort out the units following
the pericd of employment.

As far a3 possible divisions should be employed intact. When parts
of a division are taken away for a specific task, they should be retumed
to the parent unit as soon s possibie. If it is essential 1o break up
divisional organization, it appesrs that nothing less than a brigade-sized
force with adequate combat service support should be so detached.

When it is necessary (o regroup allled forces already engaged in
battle, the following must be considered.

(1) The time necessary for orders to reach subordinate formation
and units.

(2) The condition of a formation to be attached it difficult to
assess except by o personal visit by the guning commander.

(3 Establishment of dose limson with the appropriate
administrative and logistical staff to ensuse proper support.

(4) Time for the establishuient and coordination of
communications.

(5) Time required for reconnarssance.

Combat support units (1ank destroyer battaltons, Iield artiiiery
battalions/g oups/brigades, separate tank battalions, etc.) can more
readily and effectively be attached to allied formations than units
organic to divisions. They will experience little loss in combat
efficiency su long as they are emiployed in accordance with their own
tactical and logistical doctrine. The same wouid alsu appear to be true
of separate combat scrvice support units.

A high degree of coordination in artiliery (fire support) opeiations
is both required and feasible, especially in counterbuttery/mortar
operations. Inferionty to opposing force artillery strength/capability
makes this coordination even more imperative.

Great cire must be exercized in hiding the boundaries beiween
adjacent allied units and in providing for cbserved fire support along
these buundanes.

Actually, the greatest problems facing allied staffs inay well concem
supply and logistics. Host nation agreements, national economies and
accountability for shared materiel, as weil as the functiona
arrungements for supply, will all prove troublesome. If the westerm
allies and the Axis never rcally addressed host nation questions of the
NATO varniety, the Anglo-French-Belgian cperations of 193$-40 did,

8




and the debacle of May and June 1940 could be attributed in part to
lack of adequate provision beforehand. Lend-lease solved much of the
accountability problem as the war proceeded, and with a world engaged
in conflict, questions of national economics for smaller or minor
participants in coalition were not the same as today.

Yet, in the theater itself, staff officers faced major considerations
leading to valuable lessons for the morrow. Close control must be
exercised over critical items of equipment and special units, for
example, in order to ensure “fair distribution,” availability, and
maximum effective utilization. Combat Service Support must be
prepared to support, within their capability, all allied units operating in
their area of responsibility. Transportation coordination and
movements control proved a major logistical headache in North Africa
and Italy, requiring early planning and constant supervision to ensure
success. Ultimately, the problem of supply in any allied force will be
difficult. The more varied the force composition in nationalities and
equipment, the more complicated will be the problem, especially
dietary requirements,

The most graphic illustration of staff difficulties with allied
interoperability emerges from the Italian supply situation—a true opera

bouffa of World War II. US Quartermaster historians declared after the -

fact:

Supply procedures for the Italian Armed Forces were published on 23
November [1943]. Italian units were divided into three categories: BR-ITI,
Italian units under British command; US-ITI, Italian units under United
States command; and ITIITI, Italian units controlled by the Italian War
Ministry. The Fifth Army was responsible for the supply, maintenance, and
cvacuation of all US-ITI's in the Army area regardless of assignment or
attachment and for the supply, maintenance, and evacuation of all
ITI-ITI's operating with "« Fifth Army. It shared its responsibility for
ITI-ITIs with the British. the supply of medical equipment and fuel was a
Fifth Army responsibility; and the supply of clothing was a joint
responsibility. The US-ITI's under Fifth Army command were controlled
and administered by the 210th Italian Infantry Division, which was
attached to Fifth Army special troops.4

EDUCATION/DOCTRINE/TRAINING

Allied in‘eroperability demands early attention to education,
training, and clarification of doctrine. Logically it should begin in
peacetime, or at least prior to embarkation upon large-scale operations.
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By tradition it has not, with the interwar period between the world
wars &3 a striking example of inattention to funciional implications of
interoperability: Anglo-i"rench allies largely wasted nine months of the
“phoney war” before the Blitzkrieg of 1940. Even in America, the tone
was set by Eisenhower's mentor, Major General Fox Cunne:, when he
told a US Army War College audience in 1939:

Dcaling with the enemy is & umple and straightiorward matter when
contrastod with securing close cnopacation with an ally. By the rame toker,
no small part of our War College studies should be devoted to an endeavos
to fotesee excctly what to expest and how (¢ reduce a {niction shouid we
have Allies, which may God (orbid. in the next war.$

Given the atmosphere of the times both in Eutope and America,
Conner’s prejudice (reflocted in his final phrese) undoubtedly
overshadowed his main point that US military education needed 10 give
more attention in peacetime to allied interoperability. Today this sume
cducational system has no evident program of progressive instruction
on such topics. All of this imposes edded training requitements for
operational units and headquarters staffs for American forces stationed
abroad. In effect, it also fosters a bifurcated military force-a
home-station institution traditionally national in focus, with oversess
garrisons by recessity oriented to service as an integrated allird force.

Current US service doctrine insdequately identifies or makes
provision for probiems assoclated with interopersbility. Combined
treining exercises, regardless of the size of units involved, have slways
been vital to creating a spint of cooperation and increasing the
awarencss of all personnel that allies have peculiar needs and mind-sets.
Yet the absence of any underlining of interoperability in rational
service doctrine mitigates against achievement of such a goal in some
hour of need. It has been 50 in the past and continues to suggest tsclf
for the future.

Based on past experience, whet should be sought through escalated
interoperability training? Exercises involving integrated unity should be
structured to place naximum strain in al! parts of the force in all
functional areas Fajluie tu do this may conceal major problems of
interoperability which cannot be corrected <t only at great cost once
the battle is joined. This 1s particulady true - . logistics. Differences in
allied orgunization, doctrine, language and 1e:r.inology will continue to
puosz pioblems, and emphasize the need for tizined liaison officers and
an allfed educational program. These probleins can be well addressed by

10
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discemment during training rather than amazement when they occur
during wartime.

A unit which is to act as part of an integrated allied force should
train with the others, if possible, and receive extensive instruction, not
only on the oiganizstion and staff methods of thcir allies, dbut also on
the organization and generel principles of their tactical employment.
Only in this way can the debilitating effect which differences in
language, vocabulary, doctrine, and cquipment have on allied combat
effectiveness be overcome, or at least reduced.

Training fo: allied ground-air cooperation is alao essential. The quick
and accurate identification of allied troops/equipment/ aircraft and the
coordination of ar defense are serious joint/combined problems of long
standing which defy casy solutions. Any solution, however, must
incorpcrate within it an intensive traginmg program for both air crews
and ground combat personnel. Electro-mechanical devicas alone will
not solve the problems.

Standurdization of equipment, ammunition, doctrine, and signal
procedures, as a4 major means for eliminating the problems of
interoperability, is a highly desirabie goal. The experience of coalition
warfare would indicate, however, that it is a goal which will never be
sttained. This fact of life, therefore, causes heavy responsibility to be
plzced upon the education/tratning base of a military institution like
the US Army.

However, recent steps tuken by the United States indicate a major
effort to elimnate S/l problems. Increased standardization and
interoperability of weapons and military equipment within NATO s
now US Govemment policy. Section 802 of Public Law 94-361,
enscted in 1976, siates:

It Is the policy of the United States that cquipment for use of persennc! of
the Armed Forces of the United States stationed in Furope under the
terms of the North Atisntic Trealy should be standardized or et least

interoperable with equipment of Gther members of the NoJth Atlantic
Treaty Otganlzation

The law gpecifically directs the Secretary of Defense to initiste and
carcy out procurement procedures in pursult of that policy and
autherizes him 1o wsive “Buy American™ price differentials in
procuring equipment manufactured outzide the United States.

In March 1977, the Defense Depurtment publisked a comprehenalve
direclived® implementing departientai policy on NATO
standardizatior/interoperability. Subsequently each of the Miltary

S AR LTI AR T VPR =TTV R SR ISR




Departments published tis own iImplementing instructions. The
directive stipulatss, inter slia that DOD components will: ssek NATO
agreement on military operational nesds, new wespon system
requirements, and achedules for new weapans development and
production, based on agreed NATO doctrine and operationel concepts;
omploy mutually beneficial licensing agreaments with NATO alltes 10
achiove standardization or facilitate interoperability; consider NATO
allies’ systenus, system derivatives, subsystems and componsenis eartly in
the dovelopment cycle; and, pursue a rmutualiy cooperative and
beneflcial policy regarding exchange of technolugical infosmnation with
NATO partnen.

A svrong system for exchanging expenences among allies should be
establithod and cultivated at all echelons. In the final analysis, the
fundamental “lesson™ or "moral™ from past experiences in World Was
11 {s plan, train, organize for allied inte;operability -or Aave it anyway!
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4. Endors Ramuey Richardeon and Sherman Allan, Quertermatrer Supply in
the FIfth Army in Worid Wer 11, p. 36

3. Fox Conner, The Allied High Commend end Allied Unit of Direction, p. 1.

6. Department of Defense Dirsctive Number 2010.6, March 11, 1977,
Subject. Standardization and intesoperadliity of Weapon Systoms and Equipment
Within the North Atlantic Treaty Oranization (NATD).
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OTHER RECENTLY PUBLISHED MEMORANDA

Detents, National Security, and Mujtinational Corporations
Nonconsonant Detente and NATO

Dewmrence and Deteate

The Impact of Crises on tive Evolution of Strategy and Forces
in an Era of Detente

The Terror Trap

Collecuve Detense, Neutruiizstion, and the Balance of Power:
Contending Socurity Policies in Southeast Asia

Procigon Guided Munitions: !mplicstions for Detente

Chile, 1964-74. The Successes and Fallures of Reformism
Inwmaticnal Leadership in ar Em of Detente

Detente and the Eastern Moditerranean

Terrordsm and the Military Response

The Prospects of Soviet American Alliance

A Fifth Round in the Middlc East? Western Eutopean Perceptions
Nuclear Strategy for Defending a Rordes

Being Number One Nation: Primacy and Detente

Interests and Stratepes in an Ers of Detente: An Overview

The Relevance of Civiliar: Based Defense to US Security Interests

R emg i im ew ai erELan o msmew sy T eSS

AD A013014
AD A013522
AD A013979

AD AQL4158
AD A014159

AD AQ]15464
AD AQ15465
AD AD15466
AD AQ15467
AD AD1685S
AD A016860
AD A016884
AD AD17049
AD A017050
AD A017794
AD A01909!
AD A020178

Copies of eny of these memonanda may be obtained from the Defense
Documentation Center. The mquest, indicating title and AD number, shoyid be

snt to the following address:

Defense Documentstion Center
Cameron Station
Alexsndria, VA 22314
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rationalisstfon, ltaison, logistice, command and control, doctrine, training,
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education, World Wur Il lessous, leadership parscanelities.
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EBvery imporcant conflict of the twentieth century involviag the United
States has been ar cliied effort. Any similer coaflict in tha forseeable
future will undoubtedly follow thia pattern. While allied experisnces date
frow the time of sncient Creecs and Roma, oue need search no farthe: than
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‘ World Wer 11 for portents of value to the narion’s present and future leader-

i ship concerad with alltad interoperability,

£ —

Todsy, the focus is upon Rurope and NAT?. The mcet gtaphic and relevant .V 3

: 3

: 0D , 8% UIT  «mnam o ' wev es v eusorsTE 1

E e UNCLASSIRIED _

F MLTRTY CLAMNOICAT IO% OF Twes &+ Py —y <

{ ;

z :é
E|

- . - e o — — .- -é

i

I

N

=
’3

e = — PR
e e e e A e A G i e o i i e . e




JRCLASSIFIED
MOYMTY CLABMIICATION OF Tuil PASEWhen Bote Brivved

axperiences 1t allied tnteroperability in World War 11 omerged (rom this sawe
geographtcal area, Riatoriana have cancentrated upon the highest levals of
allted coalition wartare, neglecting functional, pragmatic tssuea at the oper-
ational level. The campaigna of Novth Africa, Sicily, Italy, and Russia provide
case atudtes in the prodlems and challengen of allfed lateroperability on the
battlefteld,

Standand, accepted Department of Defense/NATO definitiona of “{nteroper—
ability” remain inadequate. The terwm wust encompass virtually every aapect of
nilicvary operatfons ac as to tucorporate the subtletien and {nnuendoes {nheryent
In any integrated force, The lessons of World War 11 in Burope provide a matrix
for analysis of command and control, logiatics, operations, education, training,
and doctrine within which can de ascertatned interoperability cowponents like
"softwmre” procedures, SOPs, and handbooks, as well as “hardware® of weapons
and equipment, 3

Rlntnrlcalzl. {nteroperadbility prohlems have heen solved - (f at all =
through trial afdd srror during actual coshat over an extended period of time.
Challenges havé Involved not werely linguistic differences, but diffevent teche
nical terminology and phraseclogy; not simply separate national aims, but
differences In military doctrine. Command and control variadles have exceeded
wersly differences #f organization to ewbrace paraonalities and philosophical
differences. Traditional Jdevices to expedite interoparability such am liaison
nissiona ghd teams have not proven sufficient to endure the strains in alliances
particularly at crucial pointa in the hattle. Various staff devices have been
instituted to overcowe size and numbers of alllance participants, and the logis-
tic tmménsities of wodern warfare, The lnevitable phenomencn of wodern allied
interoperadility - integration of units due to exigencles of combat crises -
has defied traditional determination to preserve national force mectors.

+ Approaches to allied intercparability prior to the onset of hostilities
have been weak and largely confined to top echelons. The inevitadle result in
combat has been near disaster such as France in 1940 and Kasserine Pama in 1943,
Bducation, doctrinal inatruction, and vigorous tratning can overcome certain
pitfalls vithin national force and NATO today. Traditional neglect of allied
{nteroparability in peacetime education/training of military institutions can
nd longer obtain given the lessona of the past. While standardization of equip~
»eht, ammunition, doctrine, comsunication etc, remains a highly dertvadle goal
1n\peacolin. alliances 1ike RATO, the goal will always meem slusive. Alterna-
tivh and supplemental devices wust de inatituted and fwplemented.

¢ fundamental "lesson™ or “woral™ emerging from World Mar Il experience
with value for the future iz simply: plan, traln, organize for allied inter-
operability ~ or have it anyway!
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